
January 21, l-953 

Dr. Harold P. B&WI 
DQpf3rbnt of Bfology 
Prlnootori Ur~vsraity 
i%d.maton, ii. d. 

Thank you for your mastage of January 16. I regret the tieundcmhan- 
ding k&at say have developed. Ths oltatiom, e.g. to your book, man that 
the prob;Lam in qpstlon is diecuaaed %n the ~ferenee, not neacr8sarU.y 
tint 1). part901.L~ vimoint ia repseeentsd. Ylortrrwill note the mm proae- 
dure un, e.g., pm 423& line 3t &at of the e~uthors cf%ed are not holiata 
by WI ?wane. X ah&i be very oorry if tM.,s co&enmtion I aa& to further 
mAsrqretieniEt&orz. Perhaps ft was unw~.~a not to have SrwLadad a note to 
thi.83 eiYect, 

IBo one w&CL dieaqrrsa, aoncerhCnp the improbabilj ty of protein neo@~~~eia. 
‘The prd&acrr is 4x1 furtish a su~‘fici.~ntJy detaIled nj.ature of ths tm.nsition 
from chemioai to biolo&.cai evo9ufAon. As beet ~11s 1 c)nn rclr?pU your text, 
you developed &his question rather thoroughly, but prinar.tid_ly in ita snergetiw 
asperrts. The moat prsvaient islicsog, to qy mind. ia the aaaumption that 
netnbiog~sla wan a Unique event An history, 1 can atee w refutation of the 
erqgk*e &ion that the individual, rteps are continualAy recurrent+ evBI1 today, 
but that uofqx4tition front existing organi8ms Wee it virtually csrtaln 
that new former nil1 have erry perceptible role in future evolution. 

f am hoping ao5Minas to collect my thoughte on the ori& of Life, from 
the gensticist’e oQ~xAJ~~, in somewhat more cohsrcsnt and satisfactory 
fashion than the resent review. i would oount it a aonshderabls favor if 
you could ae& me reprinte of your papers on the subject, or failing tioae, 
specific raferonae8 to publications or the pages I.n your book that moat am- 
phattirirlg reflecrt your own contributions to this eub;ject. 

Pours sincerely, 

Joshua Merberg 


